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c 1 ass i t ica ti on system was used to codr*: videotapes of conferences held 
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used?: the Routine category 'iiivch n,ore than student-teachers. VAry 
little nigher level cojniti'ycjactivity was exhibited by cither 
supervisors or student teachers. It was also not ed that .t he 
supervisors tended to set the trend in cogni t i ve:>/level arid the 
student * followed suit. Even in a hostile conference/ the thinking 
level?, of both subjects tended to be very similar. The tea;hori' who 
had., taken the inservico course Supervision, oi Ftudert Teachers ! 

favored somewhat higher thought lavels than those wao did not, a * 

di t fer oncost ha t/was significant at the .001 level.' Among th? 
implications drawn from those icsults is the recommend at oi. that so^e 
ti/’pe or training ne provided lor supervisors to make their v v ■* 

supervising behavior Morose teat i ve. (PT) ~ >/j? -*■* * * '/ 
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LEVELS OF THINKING IN SUPERVISORY CONFERENCES 



This paper Is a report of a pilot study focused on the cognitive 
behavior of supervising teachers and their student teSchero working in % 
conference situation. The attempt was to get some basic information about 
; trie thought levels exhibited in conference aituatioos and to check the 
feasibility of using a particular coding system in examini^- thfa behavior. 
The ecope is limited but some interesting elements are available from this 
activity and the findings point toward-' the need for more oerlous investi- 
gation of thie sort, the nfeed to make decisions on what constitutes 
productive conferences and how to build toward^ these. 

a-. 

Background' ty' , 

Supervision is a popular activity and a considerable amount of 
general writing has been done on the topic of supervision of student 
teaching. Serious etudy of the conference between supervising teacher and 
•tudent teacher has attracted few Uveetlgatora and there appears to be 
need for in depth studies of the variables attendant toHlw conference » the 
styles of conference subjects and the efficacy of particular medels of 
conferencing. So*a basic work has been done at Teachers College (Columbia 
University) on c^rfsroncmg rodela and the dynamics ef supervisory 
confidences. o * N 

. > - v .-\ ■ i ’ . v* * ■ *' 

V It seems timely that the facets ? of the conference be f:j*tni*ed and 
studied. It .led eeeaa to be high time that educators identified the 
procedures in conferences that ere inimical to growth of the<asophyte 
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and those that can foster his growth. This means the construction of 
models and protocol materials for supervisory work, the testing and 
refinement of these, and the development of adequate training programs 
(inservice work) that will render the skill to the supervising agents# 
There are a considerable number in schools and they have a profound 

effect on the education of the teachers in training. 

■ ' * 

This study is not addressed to all these major concerns but rather 
is an attempt to provide seme basic information about the thinking levels 
of conference participants# 

Specifically the investigator tried to find information on: 

1. The profile of cognitive performance of supervising 
teachers and their student teachers (determined by 
the Aschner-Gallagher classification system as 
reported in James J. Gallagher Productive Thinking 
of Qifted Children. CRP No# 965» University of^rv 

mrasr ito: . ■ 

2# The relationship between supervising teacher 
behavior and that of the student teacher# 

3 * The difference between the cognitive behavior 
of supervising teachers who had experienced 
inservice training and those who had not# 

An allied feature was to determine the applicability of a system (the 

Aschner-Oallagher classification system) to categorizing supervisory 

conference activity# L 



Procedure : * 

A group of 1$ elementary teachers and their student teachers 
volunteered for participation in the study# All were from the University 
of Maryland Teacher Education Centers# All had worked with student teachers 
and some had taken the inservice education course "Supervision cf Studtfht 

*■ *S ••w , * * • ... _ ' ‘ 

, . * -...ft. '' 1 ‘ , 

Teachers". Training in the course had been basically the ease in all the : 



Centers* 
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There was little difference in the amount of education background of 
the teacher subjects bet there were some differences in classroom experience 

« i i /.'.v ‘ ’ , ■■ ’ : 'w - 

and work with student teachers. The range in classroom experience was 
from 3 to 17 years and work with student teachers ranged from 2 to 8 
semesters. 

Each couple was asked to conduct a conference about a recent lesson 
or an activity. There were no restrictions placed on style, content or 
procedure, however, subjects were requested to consider 15 minutes as a 
time allotment. The conferences ranged from 6 to 21 minutes. The 
conferences were held at the end of the semester when student teachers 
were near completion. 

The conferences were tapad with a one-half inch portable video tape 
recorder with only a technician present in the room with the conferring 
couplo. / 

When reviewing the tapes tne subjects all noted that they were 
satisfied with the conferences and all but one supervising teacher noted : 
that the VTR had not inhibited the discussion. Most expressed interest 
in analyzing their conferences and evidenced willingness to do mere tapes. 

It is felt that the tapee are fairly accurate renditions of the conference 
behaviors of the supervising teachers involved. \ 

Instrument 

■'};r •* * ' . 

The Instrument used to categorize the supervisory behavior was the 
Asohner-OaUagher classification system developed and refined by Mary 
Jane Aschner and James J. Gallagher. It has been used la projects that 

considered thinking levels of vorbal behavior of gifted children. Th. 

s -v \ '-y 

system appeared well' suited in describing the behavior of two people 
discussing a topic. ’ 



Some modifications were made in the system. These were mainly; 
condensations in the secondary categories to make a smaller number of 
categories. Slightly different interpretations have been placed on the 
secondary categories of Factual Recall, Translation and Association. These 
interpretations make it more useful for supervisory situations. 

In summary it appears that the system is a good one to use with 
designating thought levels in conferences of this type. It was shown to 
be useful in getting information and efficient use ca/i be made with this 
in conjunction with the VTR. All felt that the combination was worth 
continued exploration. 

' Coding Procedure 

The investigator trained U persona in the use of the Aschner-Callagher 
classification system. * 

There were ^me initial problems in attempting to analyze certain 
behaviors and it was necessary for the coding team? to thrash out agreements 
on particualr cliches that seem to permeate supervisory conferences. For 
lusts nee | the coding team determined that cliches as," I think things went 
well today.", were better placed in the Routine category under Structuring 
or Verdict rather than under Evaluative thinking for they seemed to be 
used to start conversation off rather than for any real assessment intention 

Another decision had to be made for supervisor statements that were the 
reiteration of long held beliefs. These dogmatic statements seemed to be 
simply expressions of bias and, therefore* were put into Factual Recall in 
the Cognitive-Memory category. Occasionally sons qualified for explaining 
behavior (Convergent Thinking). 



Coder* worked in teams of two and used the following procedures : 

1. Coded directly from the VTR monitor onto the 
coding sheets, 

2. Followed the interaction until a problem or 
confusion occurred. The VTR penrits quick 
halts, back-ups, and replays to the point 

^ where any item of interaction can have 

considerable discussion* ^ 

3. Reviewed the tallies normally about 3 times 
in each minute of taped conference. 

li. Came to, agreement on the items tallied before 
moving von • (This made coding rather long.,, 
about -i*£; hours ware needed for each tape.) 

* j M i - • 15 

This was a satisfactory process and the most difficult item in codi ig, as 
far as primary categories were concerned, was determining when a new thought 
unit began as one speaker continued in a monologue. 

After 20 hours of training (discussion and practice) tne coder® reached 
close to .90 reliability in categorizing the thought unitr in primary 
categories. This showed the feasibility using the coding scheme and the 
adaptability of the VTR direct coding as a fairly simple and efficient means 
of processing the information observed. 

As far as gaining reliability on secondary categories the teams did 
achieve faotors of .70 and .71. This is less than desired and further 
training is indicated before pormitting analysis of the tapes by separate 
teams to take place. 

With the present study the results from one team were used and on 
some of these the other team supported by sharing the results of their 
work. Basically the results are the concensus of the A team. 



Results 

Tab?* 1 gives the results of the 1? conferences. These are the v 

-■ . .. , . ? ?v * r * * 

totals for the supervising teacner and the student teacher behavior* 
coded in the primary categories. Figure 1 ehows the results in 
proportional values. 
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TABLE 1 

Frequency of Thought Unite In Surenrirory Conferences (Primary categories) 



/> * 


ROUTINE 


COG -HEM 


CONY 


EVIL 


DIYSRQ 




Superrialng Tohre 


225 


29l* 


311* 


57 


13 


903 


Student Teachers 


121* 


235 


261* 


U1 


12 


676 


Totals 


31*9 


529 


573 


98 


25 


1579 
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The Immediate inpreesion one gets is that activity is concentrated in 
the Routine category and the twc lower level categories of the thinking 
levels. Wfjen one considers the proportions of behavior in the four thought 
level* (excluding the Routine) the result is 90 % in the first two categories 
(Cognitive-Memory and Convergent). 

Five conferences contained no Bvaluative or Divergent behavior by the 
supervising teachers and in saven conferences the student teachers did not 
register any Evaluative or Divergent thinking. In only one conference was 
there a high degree of interaction in these upper two categories* 

For all conferences the interaction between students and their 
supervising teachers was similar. When supervisors tended to exhibit ! 
Cognitive-Memory type thinking then students did also, and in the several 
cases where higher order thinking was exhibited by the supervising teacher 
then it was reciprocated by the student teacher. This is not startling 
to anyone acquainted with typical teaching situations. The teacher 
(supervisor in this case) tends to sat the trends in the activity and 
students follow suit. An interesting note Is that even in the hostile 
conferencefthe thinking levels of both subjects tended to be very similar. 
Supervisors tend to use the Routine category much more than student 

teachers. This is not surprising for the supervisors seem to do more 

" v ** ' 

wanaging, structuring ageing, etc. than the students are called on go 

do. On the other hand students seemed to ure the Cognitlve-Memor' nd ! 

■ Yi'y v : . • 

Convergent Thinking categories in larger proportion than their supervising 
teacher simply because their answers to questions and requests were 
frequently extended or drawn out. 

To determine the degree of similarity, beyood inspection, of thought 
levels for the supervising group and the student teacher group a total of 
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all behaviors of supervisors and students was made {see Table^l).. A 
chi-square test k Independent samples was made to determine likeness of 
the groups* ; The value found shows that there is some difference in the : jv , ^ . 



groups (a of 9 *U 9 was required to shew a difference it the * 0 $ level)* >/ 
When Routine wac dropped from the Table and just the four (levels of 
thinking were considered then the chi-sqUare was *657* . This low value 
points to reasons, for not considering the groups different# < . .j\ r y\ J ; ; ‘ ' 

As has been noted, talk was dominated by the supervisors. In ; many ; 
conferences the supervisor talk was over 60%. In, only one situation was 
there a reversal with the student teacher making nerViy 60 1 of the total 
talk, For all conferences the proportion of supervisor talk is over 
Supervisors also' seemed to start episodes. Of the 105 episodes 
engaged in by the subjects only two were initiated by student teachers^ \ 



Evidently the students wait to be cued or led in conference situations 

and do not look on this as a means of utilizing the supervising teacher 

as a resource person in the conference situation. ? - 

Tne third question considered related to the Impact that certain 

inoervice education courses may have had on the conferencing behavior 61 

supervising teacners. ' The courses had been offered to the teachers in 

the Teacher Education CouUrs of which these subjects were party ; ./,w 
• . - v - . . ■* ' a r // ' 
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The inservice course, Supervision of Student Teacheri^, included tho ^ 



following features! 
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Undergraduate program in education curriculum 
Behavioral objectives f*;‘ v ‘ > 

Planning and assesslon with student teachers V;* 

Evaluation of student toacnlng £ Y- 

Introduction to analysis of teaching 
Introduction to modification procedures in y 

teacher education (micro-teaching and simulation) 
Communication skills t s s.’it/ y 

Conference skills ,■ ? _ 



p t 











#>. Participants had experienced this course either during the current year 

~i - - ..'l; -.v->.vv V *.'.•••• '• ’’ v 

or in the preceding year. * • . 

|pjj|f|j| Th « following tabje contrasts the thought levels of the teachers^who 
had the course and those who had not. Figure'? shows the proportions in 
graph for*, \ 

The two groups compare closely in teaching experience, work with 
§|! student teachers and education background. 

'! One can observe by inapection that those that had the inservice work 
favor somewhat higher thought levels 'than those 'without. . Tenuous as it 
is from the small sables this does indicate that some difference in the^fe 
two samples is extant. ' 5 - 

A chi-equera on these renders a value of 2<U|Ct This permits the 



conclusion of a significant difference at the .001 level. One can then 

• % . W ^ X ■;* •" 

conclude that the groups are different in the scores registered. The 

v • V. "if}. ’• f ^ -X 

i, difference shove in the propeneity ;t the Course group to. exhibit more 
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higher level ; -'and lees lower level th inking. , 1 

T,- Interpretation ?V {('•■>?*. •*•«« ' 

h v :• X.:-,---'. 'Xy r .V •/ ", ; Vj> • 

r; In tne‘ Teachers College studies (Margaret Lindsey and ^Associates, 

pr Inquiry into T eaching Behav ior of Supervisors in. Teacher Education 
|jp| i*horatorle3 l Teachers College Press, 196?) several investigators looked 
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| for erLdsr.se of •* c ommitme n t>icak i ng" by the student teachers. This process 
seemed to hold e key to productive conferences. It would seem that . 

’ commitment-making would be closely associated (with higher level thinking, i 

•" ' ' ' XX. . ‘ tf. •' 'X - ,/ 'A ; .,*V ' 

W: Where do these conualUents coeie froiii vheti there le little evidence of the 




Evaluative .or Dlvergent^thinklng In conference* 5Uvh as those noted in thle 

IllOX- ' ' 

: . ; ’ • - . • • t . a. ‘ './x • i ’ 



study? 
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. " Taba and Asapciatoe (Hilda Taba, Samuel Levine and Freeman Elzey, v*\ 
Thinking in Elementary School Children , CRP No. 157U, San Francisco State 

College, 1961*) did some pioneer work in identifying patterns and strategies 

-v''V --V " -• (?Vi . v V : ’"'■■■ v '-y: 

that seemed to result in "lifting* thinking of children or helping to main- 

Nvtain a focus for children's thinking* The key seemed to be whether or not 
the teacher had a cognitive map to guide discussion in a productive fashion 
toward a climax. The up and down character and erratic jumps from level to 
; l$vel seemed questionable. This probably has implications for conference 
sessions?’. Supervisors need a cognitive map to guide the interaction. This 
did not seem true .In conferences considered here--they had up and down • *;"* / 
patterns. Most likely people need training in how to develop "maps" and 
how tb recognize these when they are operating. 

It Lppears tha„ th93e 1$ conferences \ focused largely on certain itewa 
thacthe corjferrlng parties wished to talk about* Most of the; time was 
spent in recalling, clarifying, making statements or explaining material 
in their experience. It is an Inalterable fact that over 631 of the 
total thought- units were in the two lower levels. and 90* of the total 
• when the -Routine is excluded. •, - c • ^ 

Little time is used in the two higher level categories. Only about 
91 of the time and only 10^ when Routine is cropped. The few Excursions 
into this higher level process are brief— one isolated thought unit /<v‘ - 

* ■ -'' r : • -4. : 5 -.\ ' 

frequently. If. i j in these categories where there is least amount of 

" ' ;A ■ .. v/ ’ v ; ^- - ♦ .. *! ■ ■ , V- . . , 

reciprocation when the other party responded. * .;V. . 

All thli way indicate that experience in this Evaluative or Divergent 
type of dialog is not great and that conferring parties find it difficult 
to operate at this level. V 
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of course If people think of conferences as discussions where the 



cooperating teacher gives out ideas and information and ^ne students 
respond to questions about facts and featureo of the classroom that come 



up in the teaching, then the action is ‘most likely to stay at the lower 



V“ ■ 



levels* 

How' far CM conferences of that type proceed though? What reel 
substance Is accomplished? How can commitments be fashioned? 

If conferences are to have substantial outcomes then It Is more than 



likely that a considerable amount of Interaction will be needed in the 



K“ 



higher levels of the system. This means a eftange In conference style, of 
court*, and would mean; that the conferencing partners see this aot as ; a 
chaise to weigh, speculate, justify and; hypothesise about' the teaching act 
especially <*: It af feats tne beginning tsacher. In this type of conference 
there Is little room for bias, doctrine, harangues r.r "giving out" Information. 
There would have to be mere than juot polite exchange of information In the 



conference which permits little learning on anyone's part a .i perhaps promotes 












i frustration or. tha part^of the supervising ts&fta? when she suspects 
; she ia nov effecting changes 4 . . ;■ ; : >- 



■ore 

that she is nov affecting change. 

Some basic work In Identifying patterns and models for supervisory '•*’ 
conferences has been done by Brown, Hoffman, Heldalbach and Kinsey (see 
Lindsey ref erenoe ) . V Implementation of these would be an excellent direction 
to follow! . v \ 



It 



that If new changes rams about Involving worx at the ‘higher 



lev'll* that tit* student teachers would reciprocal*. There Is stOoug 



/ 



evidence here that student teachers follow the cuss ar.d leads of the if, / . 



yfe 



supervising teacher. It :< earns reasonable ‘hat If supervising teachers 
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developed skills In asking questions in these levels that students most 
likely would be able to follow. They did, after all, follow the level of 



the supervising teacher 70% of the time, xr fact they did much better in 

■ . i ; .•■:•■. = v : ;v . • >-■ - ; 

following t’-.an did the supervisors in "picking up and following lead* mad* 



, l , by ■ tudeni ta ache ra * 



n 






1 - 



■the other finding of this study is that the supervising teacher* who 
, course in supervision demonstrated different behavior and more 
activity at higher thought levels. Of course all teachers had experienced 
some tneervice work in the Centers by seminar sessions; association with 
the coordinator and from the materials made available. However it appears 
that, a greater impact is made on the functioning of the supervisor when he 
is enrolled in a course and completes the requirements of that course. 

This may well indicate that the best road to follow in upgrading the 
*V functioning of the supervising teacher* ie to have more intensive^ineervic*. 






It wiLl b# remembered tlia tithe demonetratior of higher level thinking 

A 1 : V: -r cw : . • vriv.-.v. 1 . 1 .• ; • :• '* 
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by tht ^Courati-tAkcVd group was not strong* This should not be considered 
a standard in all likelihood, Iuaervice work in this area could well be 
wore potent than the course on general supervision of student teaching. 
That course did not deal with conference strategies or specific work on 
itedgj responses , and reaction nodes. It did not deal with "lifts* in 
dl*cussionor how to waintain discussion at higher levels. These are 
^ V topics that probably will have to beput together Into; a package and 
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injected into the program in acme structured way. 
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Summary 

In suwnary tt appears that the conferences of this selected group 
of supervisory teachers? 

. i- . > ^ '-■*'■ ■■ . • ' * ■ ' • ■ ■- 

1*' tended to be overwhelming in the Cognitive- 
Memory and Convergent categories of thought 
levels where statement^maicing, explaining, 

. telling and clarifying are predominant* ° 

- 2. behavior of the student teachers seem to 
reflect that of the supervising teacher. 

3* that persons who have an ineervice course in - 

supervision tended to show somewhat stronger 
use of higher levels in thought and somewhat 
4 v less use of lower levels of thought* 

In addition, the, coding system used appears to be a viable one to apply 

to this type of activity and can be used reliably with a VTR recording 

of the conference interaction* 



■;> 



Implications 

The study points to a need for more study to be completed in this 



area. 



1* TKe present study needs to\be refined and extended to include y 

■O . ‘‘ 'Vi ' ‘/’ v 4 ^ V ’ 

larger groups of conferencing parties. This could determine more 
accurately tne general behavior of supervisors and their students* 
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2* Some type of training, input or reorientation is needed for 
supervisors If their supervising behavior Is to become more creative. A 
good start would be with models such as those developed at Toachtrs 
College. .i; 

' 3. particular training prograat* probably should be developed that ?• i.v 
will fwus on conferencing strategy. These should be evaluated to see 
whet affect they wight have on tne cognitive functioning of supervisors 
and their students. 
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b. The affective dimensions of the conference will need to be 
examined carefully* There Is most likely a strong association between 
the cognitive and affective behavior in conferences. 

Studies of confusion, hostility and avoidance in conferences need 
to be undertaken to determine the impact and effect on other dimensions. 
These certainly affected the results of some of the conferences in this 
study, 

6, Definite programs for developing strategies in conferencing 
need to be developed so that supervisors and their train ere havo protocol 
materials for bringing about change. 
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